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Issues regarding
Rail Haulage of Materiai
for the Salt Lake Airport Runway 16R-34L Project.

Several issues surround the debate of haulage options with the new runway project.
Several groups surround the debate as well, including those who have business
intevests and those who have community concerns. Several statements from the
Sait Lake Airport Authority Engineering Conftractors and the Airport Director
misrepresent the facts. This writer is ancnymous due to tiee as @ vendor to the
Airport Authority, and has no connection as an owner or supplier of rail services or

aggregate.

While the writer has great respect for the Airport Director's concerns on this project,
and believes there was no stated mandate against rail or conveyor options, a
comedy of errors has occurred which resutted in a very obscure playing field. It
wouid be a shame if the Airport Autharity, Board Members, Mayor's Office and
Community were to proceed with the current contract without congidering the
foliowing points of information.

Misinformation obscures the pursuit of a WIN-WIN Solution. The
study performed by an Airport Authority Engineering Consultant contains many
inaccuracies. It is obvious to the most casual reader that the study was
committed to the Idea of truck haulage before the report was ever written. The
foliowing are some of the items misrepresented:

1. in the Executive Summary, itern | (T ruck), it states: "the analysis indicates
that a fruck haul operation can be safely accommodated within the routes
outlined in this document” and that "a truck haul operation woulkd require a
maximum of 992 truck trips per day or 62 each-way trips per hour'. Yet later
in the study, $3,026,166. is identified as calculated accident costs and six
caloulated fatatiies due to truck haulage {see section 4.4 list of property
damage only, possible injury, non-incapacitating injury, incapacitating injury
and fatalities). At times the Airpart Director manipulates "truck trips per hour”
by giving the number of round-trips which identifies only the trucks going in
one direction, and does hot court the additional trucks going the cther
direction (an equal number of trucks). There are some contradictivirs here.

2. Inthe Executive Summary, item 1| {Rail), it states that “the raif system could
only defiver 80 rail cars per day In each amection™, thus "the rail haul
operation by itself could not supply the reguired amount of material, and
that the overall cost to transport the material by rail would be $40 883 330"
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(approx. $17 Mitlion figh). Rail e the "regui ™ of
material and cost would be within the project budget (costs would be equal to
o not more than $2 Milfion higher than the current truck aftematives).

In the Executive Summary, iterm It (Conveyor), it states that “the time and
cost of obtaining rights-of-way and constructing such a high capacity
conveyor system are prohibitive” and that "a conveyor was considered as a
part of the rail univading faciiity, but was found to be extremely expensive”. It
Is a pity that the airport authority did not investigate the use of nght-of-ways
already established by the UP&L wurridor or the Kem River Gas Pipeline.

W h_forethought, cooperation and (o) e
Beck St faciiities id_have i the entire dislance
at 4 reasonable cost.

The damage to the highway infrastructure is not adequately or accuratefy
Kentified in the study. The study assumes there will be enough revenue
from permitting and fuel taxes to pay for damage {o the highways. I this
profection is net acourste, the state will pay the price, not the contractor.
The Govemor's office has asked the Department of Transportation to
examine this issue as well as safety concemns {something which should have
been requested by the Airport Authority months ago). The Iast time the DOT
J at Vitro Tailings Site e | i

SU a
that rail offered a safer, less damaging solution for the community,

No wonder none of the bidders spent time investigating such options. By the
time these gross inaccuracies were discovered, the bids wese due and the safer
altematives had not been accurately investigated.

The TRUTH about a RAIL Option.

1.

Description. The rail option is very legitimate and coneists of the foflowing
components:

A. Quarries located in the Tooele and Grantsville aress have
reserves and rail access to process and defiver the specified materials for
the project. Royalties and rates have been considerably cut by these
quaimies (o improve the cost to a feasible level.

B. Midwest Rail Company can provide rail cars. yard engines and switching
kabor to simplify Union Pacific’s responsibility.

%)

F.OS
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C. Union Pacific need only provide mainJine engines and tracks between
the quarries and the unioading site. Union Pacific has verified its ability

to run 3 unit trains (70 cars each for a total of 210 cars per day) from the

loading point fo the unicading point. and has caut its rates as well,

D Satt Lake & Garfield Railway has offered to build the n
ing and staging track requi foreaseofpick-upanddeliveryat
the unloading site.

E. Unloading of the materials from the rail cars can be accomplished on Salt
Lake City Corporation land, and within 600 feet of the airport project.
The existing Salt Lake & Garfield Railway line runs along the south-west
comer of the 1-80 / 40th west interchange, directly across 80 from the
airport project. NOTE TO MEDIA: IF YOU PHOTOGRAPH NORTH
TOWARDS THE AIRPORT FROM JUST SOUTH OF THE
PROPOSED RAIL UNLOADING AREA [AS MARKED WITH AN * ON
THE ATTACHED "L1" DRAWING), THE PROXIMITY OF RAIL TO
THE PROJECT IS VERY TELLING. The unicading systemn includes an
unioading hopper which hoids the dumped contents (100 fons each) of a
rail car and feeds onto a series of conveyors. The conveyors would run
(as shown on attached drawings provided by a Iocal engineering firm)
from the unloading station, over 1-80 in a contained tube and continue
north 8000 feet to the central area of the project where the material would
be dumped into spreading equipment or stored. Used conveying

i h ed by the engineer for the enti ject, whi

as i ed and delivery. All conveyors would be covered. The
system is sized to accommodate unloading of the trains at 5 hours each,
thus delivering 21,000 tons of material into the _airport area_each day.
regaidiess o roa tions. It is important to note the ability
to use this equipment on the next phase of runway construction, which
requires the delivery of concrete aggregates. Permits have been applied
for with the appropriate state agencies, and have been met with
enthusiasm.

The ADVANTAGES of a RAIL Solution.

1.

Satety. The Denver Airport haulage of materials was slipped by the public
in much the same manner as we are seeing here. After the trucks started
rofling and the public was subjected to all the problems assaciated with truck
haulage, the program was brought to a screeching halt. The Denver Airport
Autherity lost critical project time while they regrouped and created an
acceptable method of hauling material by rail. The Anport Direclor's claim
last week that the "current UP&L trucking requirements are going smocthly”
and are "similar to the proposed trucking pian for the runway expansion” was
grosaly negligent. The 24 (rucks/hr which was stated by Mr. Miller not oniy

3
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exceedstheactualnumberofle_luc_@ﬂmﬂedduring1dayof
observation, bul is_not comparable to the 6.6 Miliion T 62 tru
required and stated in the study fo do the project. The Director also states
on several occasions, that the Environmental lssues have been examined,
permitted and covered by the proper agencies, but these agencies do not
address safety!

Schedule. While the schedule for hauiage of materials into the airport could
be delayed as much as two months in the beginning, the rate at which the
material would be defivered by rail to the center of the project exceeds the
required amount by 24.5%. The profect would be on schedule by the tenth
menth, less than half way through the construction period. The ail_option

has ntial _of Il schedule of completion, thus
providing additional revenue to the Airport Authority.
No damage to infrastructure. The rail oot i of

over_highways. thus precluding damage to the highways. Note: Less than
1% of the required material is Topsoil which must be brought from point-of-
the-mountain or West Valley City. This material could be brought into the rail
unloading facility (accessible via the 1-80 / 5800 West imerchange} and
dumped onto the conveyor by truck. This allows deiivery of special materials
without bringing trucks into the airport traffic area.

Environmental. It was eerie the other night to watch the airport director look
straight into the TV camera and say "environmental issues are over" and
"impacts are insignificant”. The Environmental Agencies do not necessarily
agree with such a statement. Exhaust and Dust emissions will impact the
already critical levels in the valley, and tarps will not contain all dust
problems. Vhile rail has diesel emissions, the amounts between the two
options are light years away from each other {obviously no figures are
available, but such a calculation could be easily performed by the proper
agency). Again, SAFETY shouid also be an environmental issue!

Cost Comparisons.

A. Truck Costs which should be considerad:
1. Processing and loading material into trucks at the Quarry
2. Truck Haulage Costs
3. Dumping and storage costs
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4, Additbna!costsforincrwseinacciderﬁsandfataﬁﬁesﬂhestudydid
not consider the addition of trucks to the highway in an appropriate
exponential fashion, but rather in a finear fashion, as pointed out by
the Govemnors Science and Technology Councif).

S. Damage to infrastructure.

B. Rail Costs to be considerad:
1. Processing and loading material into rail at the Quarmry
2. Union Pacific Transportation
3. Midwest Rail Switching
4. Salt Lake & Garfiel] Railway Trackage Fee
5. Unloading and Conveyance Capital Costs = Totsl Tonnage
6. Unioading and Conveyance Operating Costs

C. Contractor's previous truck haul bid + of - the differantial for rail
Worst case is W.W. Clyde at $33.6 Million truck bid + $2 Million for rail
aption (before used equipment was found) = $35.6 Million.
There is a very high confidence level that the ral costs have come down
to a more competitive level which would possibly aflow no change in price
from truck to rail.

D. Airport Budget = $33 Million vs. Worst Case = $35.6 Mitlion

E. Future projects such as the concrete aggregate delivery into the airport
could be served by this system as well and presents an even belter cost
efficiency when considered.

What Now? The Airport Director, the Airport Authority and the Public's best
Interests are served by keeping project delays fo a minimum. The Airport
Director and Airport Autharity are cumently investigating the low bidder's
quaﬁﬁcationsasweﬂasissuessurmwxﬁngthefactthatmebwbidderismta
Utah Contractor (why do we akvays give our work away to other states?),
During this time of investigation, two mportant ttems could be accomplished:

1. Let the bicdders have a period of 2-3 weeks to provide a price and scheduie
for a rail haulage option. The bidders {or a qualified shot list thereof) could
quickly compare their trucking costs with rail altemnatives. This allows the
public and the airport authority to see for themselves what a rail option wouid
cost and what the reat advantages and disadvantages are. It makes the rail
option feasibility a matter of public recard. And it allows the bidders to place
the rail option on the table without fear of legal action against them (some
bidders refused to offer rail after the bids were opened due to suct & fear).

(4]
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2. Allow the DOT to complete a full shugly of the real infrastructure damage and
repair costs, as well as quantification of safety compromises associzgted with
truck haulage.
Knowledge is Power! This effort should empower the authorities and the public
This document has been sent to: " " e oS L
«Senetor Orin H
Mayor Deccee Cariii ~Ocvernor Miks Loevit
sAirport Authority Board Members Iﬁ?,,f,ﬁ‘é’;‘gf‘m* Craig Zwick
*Airport Engineer - Paul Garza fliiicn or - Lou Miller
3
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mmu‘mmwmsmmmmmﬁmsmwuﬁ Ot contain detsis
of the the rail mode. Thus, fry comments are basad on pages 1 through 34 of he report.

The three impacts considared i the pairt of the report that | reviewad are:

{a) accidert cost

{b) wathic congestion, and

{c) pavement damage
mlmmmmwwmmmmtmhmmm

M«memmsmummmmmuhmum

Accioert Cost Estimation y
tmmmmmmmmmnuammum However, when lamge
W'Muﬂmammhmsmmmmmmmmmmhw
vriance of speed z accient raies afmost exponentisly.

2 ﬂmbmmﬁndhm:mmmﬁaﬂmﬂmwwm
Wﬂmhmhrmmﬁmimmmmwmsufm“ﬁwmm.
Congeation '

Tiee sthixdy conciudes tha in most cases haed vehicles will have no on raftic
This ennclusion is hasod on a simpie C mmmw migmwb?mm
M@‘W capacilly and level of [ beSisve that any impact sy shouid consider these two

it &5 3450 wortn roimg that tucks g and divering at 1 per reinude &t the crosshar by the 2o wil

maWWMhmmm The atixly has viroally
grorexd this e,
M

The deliys at the intersections and ramps should have 2180 beef examined.

#
There is explanation on how the cstimates were derived - £ 957 L-70,0590,0970

Something that seerns 1o mmwmmmnﬁmamwmaz‘
Taving a spur e o the aapxnt. My alpxts i the US and around the work] are currently tacig

access problents and are cohsiieting such spur Wes. i such an opportunily existed at the
expacted benafits of # shoukd have bean et off against the cost of the 12 line.

This comment is based on the review of ira Sachs who has addressed some icsuse relatnd & the i
option.

Mm&uwm;i& mmwm Enginecring
Utah State University

Logar, Utah 84322
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